
Milan Bridge Task Force Minutes 

November 17, 2015 

10:30 am – 12:30 pm 

Facilitator’s (Phil) Notes –Productive Meeting!  

The taskforce is on schedule to focus on more specific recommendations around our 
top concerns identified. The taskforce was able to weigh the concerns and risks 
associated with the replacement and rehabilitation options. From a process 
perspective, this was a large accomplishment that will be valuable moving forward.  

Thanks again for the patience of stakeholders that have been analyzing this project 
for quite some time. Everyone has come along and learned some new ideas at an 
efficient pace. At the next meeting, we will continue to focus on recommendations for 
MnDOT through discussions and a couple group exercises. It was a constructive 
working with everyone yesterday and I am excited to be part of the discussions.  

With Respect,  

Phil  

763-270-3461  

Meeting Minutes  

Phil Barnes re-introduced himself as a professional facilitator and his role as an independent “neutral” in the process. Phil then reviewed several concepts 
including:  

 Taskforce Ground Rules  

 Vision Statement for the Milan Bridge Project: The Milan Bridge Project is a success because it enhances public safety, improves 
recreational opportunities, and addresses historical and environmental concerns, while supporting the local economy through developing 
the structure in a timely and collaborative manner that meets the transportation needs of the local community while efficiently using public 
dollars.  

 

 



Phil then reviewed previous meetings and progress, and including discussions previously about: 

 Safety of Vehicles  

 Pedestrians  

 Local Economics  

 Points of disagreement (Losing Money is a High Level Concern for MnDOT, but not Residents)  

Phil asked that we continue to try and continue to “put yourself in others shoes” as we progress. He then asked everyone to state their name and where 
they work. Participants included:  
 

 Representatives  

 Chippewa Historical Society  

 DNR  

 Lac Qui Parle Superintendent  

 Cultural Resources Department and liaison to Federal Highways  

 MnDOT Cultural Resources Department  

 Minnesota Historical Preservation Office  

 Various residents  

 Laq Qui Parle Commissioner and RDC member  

 Other RDC  

 Chippewa Engineer  
 
Some utilized the time to reinforce frustrations with previous process, and suggested the project felt like it was being forced upon them.  
 

Phil then talked about things that came up in our workshop #2 “open agenda” time. Phil suggested that we continue to not focus on the past because it 

cannot be changed, but we can change the future. Phil mentioned an “ideal” government decision making process where all stakeholders are able to 

influence public decisions. Phil compared this to a “private sector” organization where a “boss” has the final decision making ability. Phil suggested that 

many stakeholders have influence in government and public decisions. Some stakeholders disagreed, and suggested that there is a “boss” in government 

and that it usually works “top down”. Phil suggested that he was trying to create an “ideal” situation where many can influence the decision with the 

current process. Phil also acknowledged that there are times where the “ideal” does not work and influence can vary among stakeholders. 

 
 
 



MnDOT District representation stated that they wanted to hear different perspectives among the scenarios being discussed. She also made it clear that no 
decisions have been made yet by MnDOT, and that this process will influence the decision. She mentioned 3 major factors that influence decisions at 
MnDOT including: 
 

 Public input  

 Data  

 Process, policies, rules, laws, etc.  
 
Phil then started the agenda by discussing the intent of “History laws” and impacts to timeliness of project delivery of a replacement bridge. He explained 
that they were passed in the 1960s, when at that time, many landmarks were being destroyed. The historical preservation laws were created to help 
mitigate this problem and require governments to deeply consider historical significance and preservation. He said that all recipients of federal funds are 
responsible for a 106 “history” process. This process does not require preservation, but can take some time to process and consider historical 
preservation. A taskforce member made the point that this process was done previously without any local input. Another member suggested that the law 
can be interpreted differently. Phil agreed that many federal laws leave room for interpretation. Phil summarized that this process will “start over” if we go 
with a replacement that can trigger concerns, like losing bonding money. Some other “standard” design, environmental, etc. processes would also be 
“start over” that can take years. Phil said he was mentioning this so we can all be on the same page with expectations.  
 
Phil also suggested that there is no crystal ball and that we will be assessing the future ramifications of recommendation scenarios, while understanding 
that there will be some level of uncertainty. He ensured everyone that uncertainty is OK about our project, and it indicates that we may need more 
information. Phil asked that participants follow the ground rules to make discussions respectful. Phil then reminded participants about how we will talk 
about concerns within each option. Phil then went through how these concerns will be evaluated by asking 3 main questions:  
 

1. What objective information do we have, and do we need more?  
2. How likely is this concern going to become a problem?  
3. How impactful will this problem be on our vision of project success 



The following table reflects the concern levels documented for each option and notes from Phil on the discussion:

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 


